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IIUNTJNGTON PARK’S 

COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY’S RILLS 
STATEMENT OFTHE DISPUTED Pomoivs OF 

. .  . .  

November 17, 1998 1 Late payment charges. 
December 11, 1998 I Late p a p e n t  charges. 
lanuarv 6. 1999 I I) Charms for all meters. except meter number 

073648603; 2) Ihe “maximum” charge on page I 
of the bill. 

January 14, 1999 I )  All charges for meters 0995308236 and 
082569747; 2) Demand charges for meters 
075770568,079692400 and 997205845. 

Demand charges for meters 58898478,073648503 
and 075770568. 
1) Demand charges for meters 058898478, 
073648503,075770568, and 995308236; and 2) 
late payment charges. 
1) All charges for meter 995308236; and 2) lale 
payment charges. 
I )  Demand charges for meters 995308236 and 
997205845; and 2) late payment charges. 

February 16, 1999 

March 17, 1999 

April 20, 1999 

May 1 I, 1999 

t- 
?! 
!J! 7 3harges are disputed because they are based on estimated meter 

.endings. Late payment charges are disputed because the bill was 
xiginally sent to the wrong address.‘ 
See above. 
See above. 
1) All chaEes are disputed because they are based on estimated 

082569747 are also disputed because ComEd slated that a credit 
would be provided for these charges: and 3) Ihe “maximum 
charge” is disputed because ComEd did not explain the basis for 

E 
meter readings; 2) the charges for meters 995308236 and Po 

I -  the charge. 
1) The charges for meters 0995308236 and 082569747 are - 
disputed because they are not consistent with earlier bills; 2) the 
demand charges for tlie remaining melers are disputed because 
they m too high. 
Demand charges are inconsisknt with earlier bills. 

Demand charges are eitlier irlcansistent with earlier bills or are 
estimates that are too high. 

The charges are disputed because they are eslimaled. 

Charges are eilher inconsistent with earlier bills or are estimates 
that are too high. 

! 

Huntington Park disputes all of the late charges identified herein because the bills at  issue were originally sent to the tvrong I 

address. Because Huntington Park asserts only one reason for disputing these charges, this reason will not be repeated in cormeclion with 
each bill at issue in the chart provided above. 

*.an-.... 



June 9.19%- I )  Demand charges for meters 078104842, 
995308236 and 997205845; and 2) late payment 
charges. 
Charges for meters 075770568,995308236 and 

10. 

September 29, 1999 
11. 997205845. 

August 24,2000 All charges. 
13 ,  

I 

January 4,2001 I) Charges for meters 075770568,079692400. 
14 UL(2569747.091664553.094962725. and I 995308236; and 2) late payment charges. 

I Charees for meters 075770568. 079692400. Januarv 5 200 I 
15 .I I 0825y69747,091664553,094962725, and . 

1995308236, 
January 9,2001 I Demand charges for meters 1179709047, 

995308236 and 997805845. 
Demand charge for meter 075770568. 

I b .  

$ 7 .  January 18,2001, 
, Januarv 19.2001 Demand charaes for meters 082569747 and , .  - t"' I 117909047. 
, Januaw 22.2001 I Demand charaes for meters 094962725 and I 

- ,  - 
f9.  I 117909047. 
1 - Januar, 23.2001 I I) Demand charges for meters 094962725 and . .  Z U .  I I 117909047; and-2) late payment charges. 
A ,  Januarv24.2001 I Demand charaes for metem 091664553. ~. 

I17909047 aid 094962729. 
1) Demand charges for meter numbers 075770568, 
082569747,091664553. I17909047 and 

L I .  

2 2 . January 25,2001 

995308236; and 2) late payment charges. 
Demnd charges for meteis 058898478, 
073648503,075770568,079692400,090653026, 
091 664553,094962725,094962729, and 
11790947. 

January 26,2001 23. 

2 

;ame as above. 

;ame as above. 

:barges are disputed because Huntington Park did not receive a 
B i l l s  sent t o  Mass. ( 2 ) .  , i l l  for the preceding period. 

'harges are either inconsistent with earlier bills or are estimates 
hat are loo high. 

same as above. 

Same as above. 

Same as above. 
Same as above. 

Same as above. 

Same as above. 

Same as above. 

Same as above. 

The demand charges are 25% too high. 
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BILL DATE DISPUTED PORTIONS REASON(S) FOR DISPUTE 

_- 
* 5 .  

_- - .. 

On the bill showing read date of 10-9-98, 
there are discrepancies as to type of read 
performed. Billing represents a 120 day i 
from prior billing. 
from failure to bill. 

late charges resulting 

. . .  . 
10-13-98 All Charges are disputed 

. 

1 
. .  

. . . . . .  

All charges are disputed 

of part 280.100. 
late and other fees- . . . . .  . . . .  

All charges are disputed B i l l s  were 

was later rented. 
I . . .  - . . 

'. ' ( .  . .  
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